


drums that previously held a variety of indtFtrial chemicals. EPA completed its Remedial
Investigation of the Site in May 2002. The nvestigatioii concluded thai substantial portions of the
soil and groundwater beneath the Site have been contaminated by volatile organic compounds
(“VOCs’1), mainly chlorinated solvents such as trichloroethene (“TCE”) arid isomers of
dichloroethenc C’DCE”) and dichloroethai4 (“DCA”). Other contaminants of concern are 1,4
dioxane in the groundwater and polyaromatic hydrocarbons (“PARs”), polychiorinared biphenyls
(“PCI3s”) and lead in the soil. EPA also performed a Feasibility Study to evaluate potential
alternatives to clean up the contaminated sc~iL and groundwater at the Site.

In September 2002, EPA issued a R~cord of Decision (“ROD”) which selected the remedial
actions for the Site. The groundwater remef~y consists of using a combination of in situ chemical
treatment to enhance remediation of VOCs rind 1,4 dioxane in the source area, and extraction and
treatment of the contaminated groundwater.1 The selected soil remedy for VOCs consists of using
dual phase extraction (“DPE”) due to the prpsence of a perched aquifer. DPE is a process in which
contaminated soil vapors and groundwater 4re extracted simultaneously for treatment of VOCs.
The selected soil remedy for n.on-VOCs (i.e PARs, PCI3s and lead) is excavation and off-site
disposal. Institutional contro1~, which would limit access and soil disturbing activities, will be
required in areas where excavation is not feasible.

EPA has been working on the Reme~lial Design (“RI)”) for the selected remedies. In June
2006. a Pilot-Scale Treatability Study was c~mpleted~ which evaluated using an in situ chemical
oxidation treatment technology injecting oz~~ne and hydrogen peroxide into the contaminated
groundwater. The results of the study showç4 significant reductions of both VOCs and 1,4 dioxane
in the groundwater. Therefore, this treatmen technology will he selected to implement the in situ
portion of the groundwater remedy in the so irce area.

Speçjaj~Notice and Negotiation Mo ratorit in

EPA has determined that use of the siecial notice procedures set forth in Section 122(e) of
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9622(e), may facilita e a settlement between you and EPA. Upon receipt of
this Special Notice, TOLL will have sixty (60) lays to coordinate with the other PRPs to present to
EPA a “good faith offer” to finish the reined al design and conduct or finance the remedial action
and negotiate a Consent Decree. The negotiation moratorium wilL be extended for an additional 60
days if EPA determines that the PRPs have ~rovided EPA with a timely good faith offer. During
this 120-day negotiation moratorium EPA w~l1 riot commence remedial action at the Site. However,
EPA reserves the right to take action at the Site at any time should a significant threat to human
health or the environment arise. A proposed1Consent Decree is enclosed to assist you in developing
a good faith offer. This draft Consent Decre~ is not currently binding on EPA and is subject i.o
revision and approval by EPA and the Uniter1 States Department of Justice (“DOJ”). When
appro’~ed by BPA and DOJ~ the Consent Dec~ee will be lodged in federal court. Appendices to this
Consent Decree include the above referenced~ ROD as well as a proposed Siatement or’ Work for
Remedial Action “(SOw”). C)ther appendi&s include a map of the Site and lists of possible
owner and non-Owner Settling Delendants










